Food security-the assured access of all people to enough food for a healthy and active life-is the focus of considerable policy and research attention. This paper examines the relationship between both household and contextual characteristics and food security among households with elementary school children in Wisconsin, using new data from a self-administered survey sent home to parents. We find that food insecurity is linked to an array of household characteristics that are consistent with findings from existing research, thus providing external validation of the self-administered measure. We also find that a broad array of local attributes, related to housing costs, transportation, retail food outlets, and strength of the local labor market, have significant and in some cases large impacts on food security.
children. We focus on several contextual domains of potential importance, including housing, transportation, food outlets, nutrition assistance programs, and local labor markets.
PRIOR RESEARCH
Since 1995, researchers have used a standardized set of questions to measure food security. The questions focus on conditions and behaviors that characterize households experiencing difficulty in meeting food-related needs due to financial constraints, ranging from conditions and behaviors that are less severe to those that are very severe.
1 Depending upon the number of affirmative responses, households are classified into one of three categories-food secure, food insecure without hunger, or food insecure with hunger. The most widely used version of the scale consists of 18 items; a short version contains a subset of 6 items from the full scale.
According to recent estimates, 11.2 percent of American households are food insecure, including 3.5 percent that experience hunger. Prevalence rates are higher among households with children: 16.7 percent of these households are food insecure, including 3.8 percent that experience hunger (Nord, Andrews, and Carlson, 2004) .
Children in food-insecure households experience a variety of disruptions in their eating habits, ranging from mild to severe. Eighty-one percent of food-insecure households reported relying on only a few kinds of low-cost foods to feed their children; 52 percent reported that at times they couldn't afford to feed their children balanced meals; and one-quarter reported that at times they couldn't afford to give the 1 At the less severe end of the spectrum, questions include "We worried about whether our food would run out before we got money to buy more. Was that often, sometimes, or never true for you in the past 12 months?" and "The food we bought just didn't last, and we didn't have money to get more. Was that often, sometimes, or never true for you in the past 12 months?" At the mid-range of the spectrum, sample questions include "Did you or other adults in your household ever cut the size of your meals or skip meals because there wasn't enough money for food?" and "In the last 12 months, did you ever eat less than you felt you should because there wasn't enough money for food?" At the most severe end of the spectrum, questions include "In the last 12 months, were you ever hungry but didn't eat because you couldn't afford enough food?" and "In the last 12 months, did you or other adults in your household ever not eat for a whole day because there wasn't enough money for food?" children enough to eat (Nord, 2003a) . Further, researchers have documented a variety of negative consequences of food insecurity, ranging from deficits in nutritional consumption (see, e.g., Kendall, Olson, and Frongillo, 1996) to poor outcomes on broader measures of well-being. For instance, Dunifon and Kowaleski-Jones (2003) found that children living in food-insecure households experience greater health problems and increased behavior problems than do children in food-secure households, while Winicki and Jemison (2003) found that food-insecure children have lower math scores.
Not surprisingly, poverty is among the strongest predictors of food insecurity, although the majority of poor households are not food insecure. The prevalence of food insecurity declines from 35.1 percent among poor households to 4.9 percent among households with income above 1.85 times the poverty line (Nord, Andrews, and Carlson, 2004) . It is notable, however, that food insecurity only reaches negligible levels when household income exceeds five times the poverty threshold (Nord and Brent, 2002) , and 60 percent of food insecure households are not poor (Nord, Andrews, and Carlson, 2004) . The above patterns highlight the importance of looking beyond low income in understanding the factors that contribute to food insecurity.
Much of the research on the determinants of food insecurity has focused on the role of sociodemographic characteristics of households and individuals. In addition to low income, food insecurity has been linked to such characteristics as single parenthood (Nord, Andrews, and Carlson, 2004) , race and ethnicity (being more common among African Americans and Hispanics) (Nord, Andrews, and Carlson, 2004) , low education (Daponte and Stephens, 2004; Rose, Gundersen, and Oliveira, 1998) , lack of home ownership (Rose, Gundersen, and Oliveira, 1998) , lack of savings (Olson et al., 1997) , income shocks (Gundersen and Gruber, 2001) , unemployment (Daponte and Stephens, 2004) , poor health status, and social isolation (Tarasuk, 2001 ).
More recently, researchers have moved beyond a focus on household characteristics and have begun to incorporate contextual characteristics into models of food security outcomes. In particular, recent research efforts have variously examined the role of food assistance programs, welfare and tax policies, and economic and social contexts in contributing to household food security.
Efforts to identify the impact of food assistance programs on food security status are complicated by self-selection of participants into programs on the basis of unobservable characteristics, as persons at greater risk of food insecurity are more likely to participate. Perhaps because of this, only limited research links program participation to food security outcomes. Efforts that focus on policy differences, or proxies for such differences-rather than on household participation-have found some evidence of positive impacts. For instance, Bartfeld and Dunifon (2006) found that near-poor households in states with higher food stamp participation rates have lower risk of food insecurity, and Bernell, Weber, and Edwards (2004) found that higher county-level food stamp participation is linked to reduced risk of food insecurity among households in Oregon; this effect is much more pronounced in urban areas. Likewise, Bartfeld and Dunifon (2006) found that households in states with higher participation in summer food programs have lower risk of food insecurity, and Nord (2003b) found that seasonal differences in food insecurity (higher in the summer than the spring) are smaller in states with more widespread participation in the Summer Food Service program, providing suggestive evidence that the program helps ameliorate food insecurity among households with school-age children.
Recent research also finds evidence that policies broadly affecting family income are linked to food security. Bartfeld and Dunifon (2006) found that low-income (but not poor) households in states with a high tax burden on low-income families have a greater risk of food insecurity; and at least some work has documented a link between reductions in welfare benefits and greater risk of food insecurity (see, e.g., Cook et al., 2002; Borjas, 2001 ).
Finally, evidence indicates that the economic and social contexts of households play an important role in food security. Several studies have linked higher unemployment rates to greater risk of food insecurity (Bartfeld and Dunifon, 2006; Tapogna et al., 2004; Bernell, Weber, and Edwards, 2004) . Bartfeld and Dunifon (2006) found a strong link between state housing costs and food insecurity, and Bernell and colleagues (2004) found some evidence of such a link at the county level, using data from Oregon. Several studies have linked higher levels of residential mobility to food insecurity (Bartfeld and Dunifon, 2006; Bernell, Weber, and Edwards, 2004; Tapogna et al., 2004) , with residential mobility potentially proxying for lower levels of social capital. Urban areas have a higher risk of food insecurity (Bartfeld and Dunifon 2006; Bernell, Weber, and Edwards, 2004) , after controlling for other characteristics, an effect Bernell and colleagues (2004) speculate may reflect stronger social ties in rural areas. Consistent with this explanation, Morton and colleagues (2005) found that, among rural Iowa residents with low access to grocery stores, perceptions of high civic culture are associated with a lower risk of food insecurity. Alternatively, residents in rural areas may have different options for preventing food insecurity. Indeed, Yang and Dunifon (2004) found that gardening, fishing, and hunting for food appear to mitigate the negative association between low income and food insecurity among rural households in New York.
With the exception of Bernell, Weber, and Edwards (2004) , existing research linking contextual characteristics to food security outcomes has used state rather substate characteristics. The current study is intended to identify the extent to which both household and contextual characteristics are linked to household food security, focusing on components of the food security infrastructure defined at the county and subcounty level. The study uses a new data set from Wisconsin, the Wisconsin Schools Food Security Survey, supplemented with a broad array of contextual data from a variety of sources.
CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK
This study seeks to identify factors linked to household food insecurity by conceptualizing food insecurity not merely as an indicator of economic hardship but rather as the result of a more complex interplay among personal resources, public resources, and the economic and social contexts in which a household resides. Thus, the model includes not only household characteristics predictive of economic hardship, but also attributes of communities that are likely to affect the availability, accessibility, and affordability of food and the extent to which resources are available to households to meet their food-related needs. We are particularly interested in the availability and accessibility of federal nutrition assistance programs, local housing costs, job availability, levels of social capital, availability of public transportation, and proximity to food outlets. These kinds of community attributes are collectively referred to here as the food security infrastructure (Bartfeld and Dunifon, 2006) .
Federal Nutrition Assistance Programs
Federal nutrition assistance programs-including the Food Stamp program, the School Breakfast and Lunch programs, and summer food programs-represent a major policy commitment to meeting the food-related needs of vulnerable segments of the population, and are particularly relevant to families with elementary school children, the focus of the current study. As such, these programs constitute important components of the food security infrastructure. School meal programs, including the National School Lunch and School Breakfast programs, differ still more dramatically. The NSLP is available in virtually all public schools in Wisconsin; however, the extent to which the program is utilized among eligible students varies considerably.
According to data from the Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction, the share of students certified to receive free or reduced-price lunch who actually receive this on a given day varies from 56 percent to 93 percent among school districts in the state. School Breakfast is only available in about half of Wisconsin schools; when available, the average daily participation rate among students certified for free or reducedprice meals ranges from zero to 100 percent.
Affordability of Housing
Affordable housing is also a potentially important component of the food security infrastructure.
Housing costs vary greatly among locations, and have the potential to consume a large share of household resources, with important implications for the availability of resources for food. Research at the state level has found housing costs to be a strong predictor of household food security (Bartfeld and Dunifon, 2006) , although other research is more ambiguous (Bernell, Weber, and Edwards, 2004) . In Wisconsin, median rent ranges from $245 to $726 among counties, and the share of households spending more than 35 percent of income on housing ranges from 13 to 30 percent.
Economic and Social Attributes of Communities
Economic conditions are expected to play an important role in food security. Job availability is important, not only because of the direct impact of jobs on family income, but also because job opportunities reduce economic uncertainty and increase the overall economic strength of a community.
Thus, the unemployment rate and the prevailing wages in a community are construed as part of the food security infrastructure.
The social connections among members of a community may also play a role in influencing household food security. As described by Coleman (1988) and others, social capital represents a stock of resources on which households can rely for potential assistance. These resources result from connections to friends and family members, and the support they provide can include financial or emotional support, as well as access to information. We expect that households may experience less food insecurity when there are strong connections among community members, both because of possibilities for mutual assistance and because of greater access to information about available resources. Greater levels of social capital have been proposed as a possible explanation for the higher level of food security typically documented in rural versus urban areas (Bernell, Weber, and Edwards, 2004) .
Availability of Food Resources
The availability and affordability of food outlets form an important component of the food security infrastructure. Food prices vary substantially among types of stores, supermarkets being more economical than convenience stores or smaller neighborhood groceries (Kaufman, 1998 ). Yet the availability of supermarkets differs sharply by geographic location. Likewise, there are substantial differences among communities in the availability of such food resources as food stamp retailers and food pantries. The community food security literature places considerable emphasis on the importance of affordable food outlets, yet this has not been systematically examined in empirical studies of household food.
Transportation
Transportation is another potentially important component of the food security infrastructure.
Public transportation prevents families from exclusive reliance on private vehicles, both for purposes of purchasing food and for employment. As such, we expect access to public transportation to contribute to food security.
DATA
Data for this study are from the Wisconsin Schools Food Security Survey. This is a selfadministered survey sent home to parents of elementary school children. It includes the 6-item food security scale and a range of other questions about sources of food, participation in nutrition assistance programs, and a variety of demographic information. Households are classified as food insecure if they respond affirmatively to at least 2 of the 6 items on the scale. Although the current study uses only data from Wisconsin, data have also been collected from a small number of schools in New York. (The New York component is coordinated by Rachel Dunifon, Cornell University.)
The Wisconsin Schools Survey has several related aims: to develop and validate a selfadministered version of the standard food security scale; to provide participating communities with new information about the extent of food insecurity at the local level; to explore patterns, determinants, and outcomes of participation in public and private food assistance programs; and to further our understanding of household food security by providing new information on the extent to which various local characteristics are predictive of higher prevalence of food insecurity among the people living in those communities. This paper focuses on the last of these aims. Within participating schools, surveys are sent home with all students for completion by parents.
Spanish translations of the survey are provided to the schools as needed. Parents are asked to complete the survey (one per household) and return it to the school in a sealed envelope. As an incentive to enhance participation, schools that achieve a 75 percent response rate are offered an ice cream party. The sample size for the current analysis is 8,304.
Note that the sample selection strategy is not intended to yield a fully representative sample of schools statewide, but rather a sample of schools that is sufficiently diverse in terms of community attributes to allow identification of linkages between relevant attributes and household food security. The participating schools are disproportionately low income, relative to all elementary schools in the state.
Statewide, the mean eligibility rate for free or reduced-price school meals is 29 percent, whereas the mean eligibility rate among schools in this sample is 41 percent. Rural areas are disproportionately represented in the sample, and there are no schools from Milwaukee, the largest urban area in the state.
Data Quality
The mean response rate among participating schools was 69 percent-a high rate for a selfadministered survey. This ranged, however, from a low of 30 percent to a high of 91 percent. To assess the representativeness of the sample, we compared the share of surveys indicating that the child had received free or reduced-price school meals in the past year with the official free and reduced-price eligibility rate for the school, as provided by the Department of Public Instruction. On average, the reported participation rate was two percentage points lower than the official rate, and three-quarters of the schools (74 percent) had reported rates within five percentage points of official rates, which ranged from 9 percent to 80 percent of students. There is no consistent relationship between the response rate and the accuracy of the reported participation rate in free and reduced-price meals, suggesting that schools with lower response rates are not systematically under-or overrepresenting low-income students.
There is a high correlation between the official free and reduced-price meal eligibility rate for the school and the food insecurity rate for the school as measured by these surveys (.80), providing support for the validity of the food security measure. To more formally assess the validity of the self-administered scale, we have also conducted a scaling analysis, as the psychometric properties of the scale have not been previously studied in self-administered format. These results, which use data from the Wisconsin and New York samples, are discussed in detail in a separate paper (Nord, Dunifon, and Bartfeld, 2005) .
Overall, results indicate that the self-administered scale appears to measure the same underlying phenomena as the interviewer-administered scale. Classification reliability is somewhat lower than in the Current Population Survey Food Security Supplements. The difference is only slight in the case of overall food insecurity and moderate in the case of food insecurity with hunger. Because of this, we focus on the food security threshold, rather than the hunger threshold, in the current paper.
ANALYSES
We estimate a logistic regression model in which the dependent variable is food security status (coded 1 if food insecure, else 0). Independent variables include household-level characteristics expected to affect access to resources, as well as contextual characteristics reflecting various components of the food security infrastructure, as per the previous discussion.
Household Variables
We include a fairly standard set of household variables in the model, including the following: income, measured in 8 categories; 3 household type, differentiating among single-mother households, single-father households, grandparent-headed households, couple-headed households, and all others; number of children; housing tenure (homeowner, renter, or homeless); highest educational level in the household; number of employed persons; and ownership of a working vehicle. Information about race is not gathered in the survey and thus not included here.
Contextual Variables
We considered a variety of contextual variables. Because of limits on the number of contextual variables that can be included in the final models, we exclude some variables of theoretical significance that did not make statistically or substantively significant contributions to the models, as noted below.
Housing costs. We include the median rent for the respondent's zip code, based on Census data.
We expect higher housing costs to be linked to greater risk of food insecurity.
Economic attributes. As a measure of the overall economic strength of the community, we include the share of children in the school officially eligible for free or reduced-price meals (based on income below 185 percent of the poverty line), as provided by the Department of Public Instruction. We also include the county unemployment rate, constructed as the average monthly rate during the 12-month reference period for the survey.
Social attributes. We include a variable denoting the share of the households in the respondent's zip code that are classified as in an urban area, based on Census data. As previously noted, some evidence suggests stronger social ties in rural versus urban areas. We experimented with but did not ultimately include the share of households in the county that have been at the same address for the past five years, a measure of residential stability that has been used in other research to proxy for strength of ties in the community.
Access to public transportation. We include respondents' self-reported access to public transportation from their homes.
Proximity to food outlets. We include the estimated distance from the respondent's home to the nearest supermarket or grocery store. This is calculated based on the distance from the geographic center of the respondent's zip code, using geocoded data on food outlet locations drawn from Unemployment Insurance records, which include a classification of type of business. 4 We also experimented with a measure of proximity to nearest convenience store, but results were not substantively or statistically significant and are not included in the reported models.
Nutrition assistance programs. We include an indicator of School Breakfast program availability, though we interpret this primarily as a proxy for level of need in the school, as schools presumably consider levels of need in deciding whether to offer the program. To characterize the accessibility of the School Breakfast and School Lunch programs, we include estimates of the schoolwide participation rates among eligible children. These are constructed from the survey data based on imputed income eligibility (185 percent of the poverty line), with participation rates calculated over all income-eligible respondents in each school. To characterize the accessibility of the Food Stamp program, we include an estimate of the share of low-income students (defined as below 185 percent of the poverty line) who receive benefits. This is not intended to proxy for a participation rate. Eligibility for food stamps is complex, and furthermore, income eligibility criteria became less restrictive over the years during which the survey data were collected. Rather, this is merely an indication of how widespread coverage is among low-income households, where the extent of coverage is based both on eligibility criteria and factors that affect uptake. There are obviously potential biases associated with these variables. To the extent that the programs are more widely used by families with higher levels of need, after controlling for observable characteristics, estimates of the relationship between greater participation and food security would be biased downward, making such relationships more difficult to detect. However, unobserved characteristics that contribute to participation are only a problem to the extent that they differ systematically across schools, net of other variables in the model. The model does include two measures of aggregate well-being-the share of low-income students in the school, and the presence of the School Breakfast program-that help control for differences in need across locations. Because of the potential biases associated with the participation variables, we present two versions of the final model, first omitting and then including these variables.
RESULTS
Mean values of the household and contextual variables are shown in Table 1 . Table 2 shows the prevalence of food insecurity, overall and among various subgroups. Overall, 21.5 percent of households are considered food insecure based on responses to the 6-item scale, with considerable variation among demographic groups. These descriptive data reveal patterns of food insecurity that are consistent with existing research. Food insecurity is more common among lower-income households, households headed by single mothers, households with more children, households with lower educational levels and fewer workers, households that do not own their home, and households without a car.
Coefficients and odds ratios from logit models of food insecurity are shown in Tables 3 and 4 .
Model 1, shown in Table 3 , does not include the food assistance participation variables. Looking first at the household characteristics, most of the variables in the model are significantly linked to food insecurity, consistent with the descriptive results. The odds of food insecurity decline sharply as income increases, and increase with the number of children in the household. Food insecurity is less common among households with an adult with a college degree, although there are not significant differences at other educational levels. Households with no employed persons have a greater risk of food insecurity than other households, net of other factors, and households with two or more workers face a lower risk.
Contrary to many other studies of food insecurity, there are no substantive or significant differences in food insecurity between single mothers and couples with children. Note that there are strong differences at the bivariate level; the multivariate results imply that those differences are fully explained by other variables in the model. Compared to couples, grandparent-headed households have less risk of food insecurity, net of income and other factors. This is consistent with the established finding of lower food insecurity among households with elderly persons. .02* .01 1.02 *p<.05 **p<.01 Note: Reference categories are income above $46,000, less than high school education, owns home, one child, couple with children, one employed person in household. The model also includes dummy variables denoting missing information for income, education, car ownership, and public transportation.
Households that rent their home have significantly greater risk of food insecurity than do homeowners, a finding that may reflect a benefit associated with the stability of home ownership or that may proxy for differences in resource levels. And households with a working vehicle have significantly lower risk of food insecurity than other households. This may reflect the importance of transportation in promoting food security, or may, like home ownership, proxy more generally for higher resource levels.
Overall, these results are consistent with existing research on household food security, providing further evidence of the validity of the self-administered scale as a measure of the underlying food security construct.
Results also provide evidence that contextual characteristics matter with regard to food insecurity.
Housing costs appear particularly important: the higher the median rent in the county, the greater the risk of food insecurity. Specifically, the results imply that a $100 increase in the median rent is associated with a 14 percent increase in the odds of food insecurity. This is broadly consistent with Bartfeld and Dunifon's (2006) analysis of cross-state differences in food security. That study estimated that a $100 increase in median state rent was associated with a 17 percent increase in the odds of food insecurity.
Also highlighting the role of the economic context, results indicate that each percentage-point increase in the county unemployment rate is associated with a 4 percent increase in the odds of food insecurity. This too is broadly consistent with Bartfeld and Dunifon's (2006) cross-state analysis, which found that a percentage-point increase in the state unemployment rate corresponded to a 6.5 percent increase in the odds of food insecurity. We also find that households in more urban areas have a significantly greater risk of food insecurity. The results imply that the odds of food insecurity are 70 percent greater in a fully urban as compared to a fully rural community, after controlling for other factors. As noted, this may reflect, among other things, differences in the strength of ties among community members in rural and urban areas, though a variety of factors are likely involved. And having access to public transportation is also significantly linked to food security. Self-reported access to public transportation reduces the odds of food insecurity by 33 percent. Finally, results suggest that greater proximity to supermarkets and grocery stores is linked to a lower risk of food insecurity. Specifically, the odds ratio implies that each additional mile between home and a supermarket or grocery store increases the odds of food insecurity by 2 percent.
The model also includes the share of students eligible for free or reduced-price school meals ("Proportion low income" on table) as a measure of overall economic strength of the community; the coefficient is not significant. Likewise, the model includes an indicator of the presence of the School Breakfast program, which denotes access to School Breakfast but also may proxy for greater level of need in the school. This also is not significant. Finally, as noted earlier, we experimented with and ultimately excluded two other variables due to lack of significance and need to limit the number of contextual variables in the model. Excluded variables of potential theoretical importance include the share of residents in the county who have been at the same address for five years and proximity to convenience stores.
Model 2, shown in Table 4 , includes variables denoting school-level participation rates (among income-eligible households) in the National School Lunch and School Breakfast programs, as well as the share of low-income households receiving food stamps. None of these coefficients approaches statistical significance. Recall that unobserved differences in need may bias these coefficients downward, making any relationship between program accessibility (proxied by participation rate) and food insecurity more difficult to detect. The other coefficients in the model are not substantively different from Model 1 and are not discussed here.
CONCLUSIONS
This paper has provided an analysis of food insecurity among households with elementary school children in Wisconsin, using new data from a self-administered survey sent home to parents. We have considered the relationship between both household and contextual characteristics and food security outcomes. Several interesting findings have emerged from this analysis.
First, we find that food insecurity as measured by this self-administered survey is significantly linked to an array of household characteristics that are typically found to be predictors of food insecurity Reference categories are income above $46,000, less than high school education, owns home, one child, couple with children, one employed person in household. The model also includes dummy variables denoting missing information for income, education, car ownership, and public transportation. using more established interviewer-administered measures. Important predictors include low income, renting rather than owning a home, more children in the household, lack of workers in the household, and lower education. These findings help provide external validation of the self-administered measure.
Second, we find considerable variation in food insecurity among schools-ranging from 7 to 36 percent among the 66 schools currently included-and results indicate that contextual characteristics, defined at the local level, are significantly and substantively linked to cross-school differences in food security outcomes. Consistent with the concept of a community food security infrastructure, we find that a broad array of local attributes-related to housing costs, transportation, retail food outlets, and the strength of the local labor market-have measurable impacts on food security, after controlling for differences in the demographic composition of the population. Particularly notable is the strong link between housing costs and food security, confirming the importance of affordable housing as a component of the food security infrastructure. Also intriguing is the finding that the risk of food insecurity is significantly lower among households with access to public transportation, even after controlling for a range of other household and contextual characteristics. It is notable that car ownership-a measure of transportation access based on personal as compared to public resources-is also a significant and strong predictor of food security. Also of note is the finding that greater proximity to supermarkets and grocery stores is linked to reduced risk of food insecurity, providing evidence that affordable food outlets are an important component of the food security infrastructure. And we document large differences in the risk of food insecurity according to urbanicity of the community, with significantly greater risk in more urban areas once other characteristics are controlled. We hypothesize that greater levels of social capital in rural areas may play a role in the rural-urban difference, though we note that a variety of factors may be involved; the roots of this difference warrant further investigation.
On the other hand, we find no specific evidence that more widely accessible nutrition assistance programs have measurable impacts on food security, though we reiterate the difficulty in adequately controlling for the role of self-selection.
An important implication of this research is that even communities that have not collected local food security data can make informed assessments of whether they are at higher or lower risk, based on local demographics and local characteristics. Furthermore, our overall finding that an array of local attributes which are at least partially subject to local influence play a role in food security implies that communities interested in promoting food security have a variety of avenues worth pursuing. The large and robust relationship between housing costs and food insecurity suggests that efforts to promote affordable housing could be an important strategy; the findings regarding the importance of access to transportation suggests that efforts to strengthen public transportation infrastructures may have a role; and evidence regarding the importance of access to supermarkets and grocery stores confirms that lack of these kinds of retail outlets in many communities may be an appropriate intervention target. Taken as a whole, results lend strong support to the notion of treating food insecurity as the result of a complex interplay among personal resources, public resources, and the economic and social contexts in which a household resides, rather than merely as an indicator of economic hardship.
